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APPENDIX 

TO 

THE AMERICAN NATURALIST, 

JUNE, 1873. 



REPLY TO PROFESSOR COPE'S EXPLANATION. 

BY O. C. MARSH. 

The May Natokalist (p. 290) contains Professor Cope's long 
promised " explanation " of the many errors and false dates in 
his recent publications, and a most remarkable document this ex r 
planation is. As a sleight-of-hand performance with names and 
dates, it shows practice, and is amusing ; but to those familiar with 
the subject, and to moralists, it suggests sad reflections. 

What was fairly demanded of Prof. Cope under the circumstances 
was : 

1st. An acknowledgment, or a full correction, of his numerous 
mistakes in regard to the Dinocerata. 

2d. Some definite proof of the publication of his late papers at 
the dates claimed. 

3d. An explanation of the antedating of seven of these papers 
in the " Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society." 

4th. A prompt retraction, and satisfactory explanation, of his 
false report in "Nature" of this Society's meetings. 

Instead of this, Prof. Cope has merely given a tangled web of 
misstatements and misrepresentations which can mislead no one 
who will carefully compare them with the facts, or even with this 
author's previous statements. In his whole explanation there is 
not a straight-forward answer to a single point I have made against 
his work ; the important facts in each case being either suppressed, 
'or so twisted as to mitigate the force of my criticism. In the nu- 
merous cases where no answer appeared possible, he has quietly 
dismissed the changes as " frivolous " or " insignificant." To ex- 
pose this plausible system of defence is au easy task, requiring 
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plain language, perhaps, but neither loss of temper, nor a dictionary 
of Latin quotations. 

I. 

First, as to Prof. Cope's Dinocerata blunders. I have pointed 
out some forty of these in four separate papers. In his explana- 
tion, however, Prof. Cope replies to only one of these papers, thus 
at the cratset coolly ignoring three- fourths of his own errors. The 
paper chosen for reply, moreover, is one that probably few readers 
of the Naturalist have seen, and its selection, rather than those 
in this journal (pp. 146 and 217), well illustrates the characteristic 
feature in this defence. 

Quoting from my article in the "American Journal of Science" 
(v, p. 117) Prof. Cope refers, 1st, to my correction of his blunder in 
mistaking canines for incisors, and asserts that he "had determined 
and stated them to be canines before the appearance of this criti- 
cism." Prof. Cope here deliberately suppresses the most important 
facts, viz : — that I first corrected this blunder at the meeting of the 
American Philosophical Society, December 20th, 1872, in his pres- 
ence,* and again subsequently in this journal, vol. vii, p. 52, a 
month earlier than the paper he cites. 

2d. To my criticism, that " The stout horns he described are 
not on the frontals, but on the maxillaries," Prof. Cope replies with 
his characteristic tactics. My statement was based on his descrip- 
tion of Tinoceras graridis Marsh (r= Eobasileus cornutus Cope = 
LefalopJwdon dicornutus Cope = Loxoloplwdon cornutus Cope) and 
a reference to the figures of this species accompanying Prof. Cope's 
article proves my assertion beyond question. 

3d. The correctness of my statement as to the position of the 
orbit in the Dinocerata is likewise fully proven by the above fig- 
ures, and those of Dinoceras. 

4th. The oblique position of the occiput also is fully established 
by the same illustrations. Prof. Cope has again suppressed an 
important fact, viz. : — my statement that, in the Dinocerata, the 
head when in its natural position was declined. f I first pointed 
the character out, and yet Prof. Cope now insinuates that I did not 
know it ! 

5th. The temporal fossa is not small posteriorly, but unus- 
ually large, and neither this character, nor Prof. Cope's blunder 
in stating otherwise, was frivolous. 

* Proceedings, Vol. Sii, p. 579. t American Journal of Science, v, p. 290. 
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6th. Prof. Cope states that the great trochanter of the femur 
" is flat, as in the Elephants." It is not flat in the Dinocerata, nor 
in the Elephants. 

7th. The spine of the tibia is wanting, as I have stated, and this 
"frivolous" point Prof. Cope has since regarded as an ordinal char- 
acter. 

8th. Prof. Cope admits that he mistook the posterior horn- 
cores for nasal bones, and naturally is vexed to have his blunder 
pointed out. 

9th. That the extremities of the nasals are not excavated, the 
photographs of Prof. Cope's t}'pe specimen clearly show. These 
photographs prove also that the malar bone is of the true Peris- 
sodactyl type. They fail to show the proboscis on which Prof. 
Cope relies for his most important ordinal character ! 

Prof. Cope's statement (p. 298) that I based a generic distinc- 
tion on a small tubercle on one of the molars of Uintatherium is 
only another instance of his deliberate inaccuracy, and is at once 
disproved by my descriptions (Am. Jour. Sci., v, p. 408). 

Prof. Cope's figures are too indistinct, and differ too much from 
the specimens, for any great dependence to be placed upon them. 
On comparing them with the photographs from which they were 
taken, however, the denial of Prof. Cope (p. 315) that he had 
reversed the tusks is at once shown to be untrue. The inner face 
of the canine, with its enamel worn away by attrition, is plainly 
to be seen on the outside as now placed, and to deny this is an 
insult to every anatomist who has seen the specimen or photo- 
graphs. In several other points these plates are incorrect, and to 
get on his problematic posterior horn-cores Prof. Cope has here 
removed a considerable portion of the lateral crests. 

Another good illustration of Prof. Cope's method of reply is 
seen in his reference (p. 292) to the date of my communication 
before the American Philosophical Society. The facts are as 
follows : In a paper on the Dinocerata, which purports to have 
been "published January 16, 1873," Prof. Cope, not merely an- 
tedated his own papers, but changed the date of my communi- 
cation on the subject from December 20th to December 30th, 
1872. This error I promptly corrected in the " American Journal 
of Science" (v, p. 122). When Prof. Cope's paper appeared in 
the "Proceedings of the Philadelphia Academy" (1873, p. 11) the 
date was rectified, and now he refers to the emended paper tri- 
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umphantly, conveying the impression that my criticism on this 
point had no foundation ! No better evidence of the justice of 
my strictures could be given than the means Prof. Cope has taken 
to answer them. 

Prof. Cope again refers to the affinities of the Dinocerata as 
though he had settled the question. The value of his opinion on 
the subject may be readily estimated from the fact that in de- 
scribing the single skull which he figures in his paper, he mistook 
canines for incisors ; nasals for frontals ; maxillaries for premaxil- 
laries ; maxillaries for nasals ; and maxillaries for frontals ! His re- 
marks on the Classification of Mammals, likewise, will afford as 
much amusement to those familiar with the subject, as did his 
recent attempt to make Cuvier share one of his own most stupid 
blunders.* 

Prof. Cope's defence of his claimed discovery of cretaceous 
coal in Wyoming lacks both candor and accuracy. Cretaceous 
coal was well known in this region before Prof. Cope ever saw 
Wyoming. In his paper on the subject he ignores this fact, and 
also my discovery of Dinosaurian remains with coal in the same 
basin, two years before (Am. Jour, of Sci., Vol. i, p. 195). 
When corrected on this point he boldly asserts that my locality 
was from one hundred and fifty to two hundred miles distant, 
when in fact it is less than seventy miles ! And yet Prof. Cope 
charges his critic with being ignorant of the geography of this 
region ! 

II- 

Having shown that Prof. Cope's attempts to explain away a 
single one of his blunders about the Dinocerata have resulted in 
failure, it remains to consider next the date of his late papers on 
Wyoming fossils. I have asserted (p. .151) 1st. That the dates 
assigned to the advance copies of these papers are not those • of 
actual publication ; 2nd. That as finally published in the " Pro- 
ceedings of the American Philosophical Society," seven of these 
papers are antedated. Both of these statements are strictly true. 
It will be observed that the two charges are quite distinct, and 
do not necessarily have any connection with each other. The 
former relates to the distribution of advance copies of the papers 
in question ; the latter to the dates in the " Proceedings of the Phil- 
osophical Society." Prof. Cope has greatly confused the question 

*Proc. Phila. Acad., 1873, p. 12. 
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by putting the two together, but truth can best be reaqhed by sep- 
arate consideration of them. 

Prof. Cope attempts to gain an important advantage at the 
start by assuming that mere printing is publication. This he has 
no right to do, as the usage of the best naturalists is decidedly 
against it. In the note from which he quotes, I assumed that 
publication of scientific results means making them, known, es- 
pecially to those interested, and in the case of advance copies, 
these must be made accessible to those working in the same de- 
partment. Judged by this well established standard, not one of 
Prof. Cope's papers was published at the date claimed. The mere 
printing of these papers has no more to do with their publication 
than has the invention of the printing press. Both events pre- 
ceded this publication, but neither of them constitute it. 

Prof. Cope first brings forward a certificate from his printers. 
With these gentlemen I have no controversy, but only commen- 
dation for their well-meant, but vain attempt to aid Prof. Cope 
in his present extremity. The document they have signed bears 
internal evidence of having been written by Prof. Cope himself, 
as it contains two erroneous quotations, several false inferences, 
and is so ambiguously worded that it is impossible to tell what it 
really means. These gentlemen kindly but thoughtlessly signed 
this certificate for Prof. Cope, precisely as they kindly buj thought- 
lessly printed at the head of his papers, "Read before the Ameri- 
can Philosophical Society, etc.," when a single inquiry would 
have shown that not one of them had been read, or even presented 
to this Society. * 

The only point worthy of consideration in this certificate is the 
statement relating to the time of delivery of the extra copies, and 
here disinterested testimony becomes important. To ascertain the 
exact truth about this delivery, Professor Lesley, Secretary of the 
American Philosophical Society, applied to the same printers, and 
in a recent letter, which I retain, he gives the result of his inquiries 
as follows : — 

"Stavely & McCalla inform me that in every case Cope's extras 
were not delayed more than twenty-four hours, and sometimes 
were sent to King on the very day of the printed date at the foot 
of the page." 

This is a very different statement from the certificate which Prof. 
Cope induced these accommodating gentlemen to sign, and it proves 
conclusively that the papers in question were not usually delivered 
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on the day of printing, and hence could not have been published at 
the dates claimed. This is an essential point, as a single day 
decides priority in some of the most important cases, and to gain 
this day Prof. Cope has mainly directed his serpentine efforts. 

The other two certificates which Prof. Cope's friends have signed 
have little bearing on the present question, as they give no definite 
information as to the real point at issue. The one signed by Mr. 
King, however, proves that Prof. Cope himself is responsible for 
withholding his papers from all naturalists working in the same 
department, as he prepared the list of addresses. Any weight this 
certificate might otherwise have had is materially diminished by 
the fact that the list of papers given does not include some of the 
most important in the series Prof. Cope claims to have published. 

The third certificate, as it now stands, carries no authority. It 
shows the same parentage as certificate No. 1 , and is equally am- 
biguous ; but, being shorter, it contains only one false quotation 
and less misrepresentation. It refers to the " above papers," but 
gives no indication of what papers Prof. Cope mentioned in dis- 
tributing this circular, and has nothing to show that the list was 
the same in each instance. If this really was the case, it is a 
marked exception to the other points in Prof. Cope's explanation. 

The quotation in this circular affords a good example of Prof. 
Cope's jugglery with words, when he finds the facts against him. 
He has not merely misquoted, but he has entirely changed the 
meaning of the sentence by applying it to his extra papers, and 
not to the dates in the " Proceedings," as it stood in my note. 

Taking these three certificates together, there is nothing in 
them that proves anj- single one of the doubtful papers to have 
been published as claimed. The note on Loxolopliddon, e. g., to 
which Prof. Cope now gives the date of Aug. 19, 1872, did not 
have this date on it when printed, and some of the other papers 
had no dates whatever. One lot, at least, remained at the rooms 
of the Philosophical Society over a month, after printing, before 
any of them were distributed. To claim publication under such 
circumstances is an outrage, which should be resented by every 
naturalist. 

The only evidence of any weight about distribution is where the 
date of receipt of each individual paper is noted at the time. Such 
record was kept by the editors of the Naturalist ;* by the editors 

* See Book Notices in Vol. vi, where my papers are duly recorded. 
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of the "American Journal of Science ;" by Prof. Baircl of the Smith- 
sonian Institute ; by the Academy of Natural Sciences in Phila- 
delphia, and at most of the other scientific centres in this country. 
Had Prof. Cope sent a single copy of any of his papers to these 
places, it would have gone on record. The fact that he withheld 
all his pape*rs from these points for months after his claimed dates 
speaks for itself. These dates have recently been rejected by the 
American Philosophical Society, where the papers were finally pub- 
lished, and there is now little doubt that they will meet the same 
fate at the hands of other scientific authorities. 

III. 

Prof. Cope wisely refrains from offering any explanation of the 
antedating of seven of his papers in the "Proceedings of the Amer- 
ican Philosophical Society," Vol. xii. As the facts in this case 
are beyond question, I leave Prof. Cope to settle this point with 
the Society itself, which now has the matter in charge, as well as 
several other of this author's similar " errors," as I have charitably 
called them. It is important to bear in mind, in this connection, 
that these wrong dates, as well as the many others I have pointed 
out in Prof. Cope's work, are all in his favor, so that, assuming 
them to be errors, the law of chances has evidently made an ex- 
ception for his especial benefit. An unfortunate dilemma likewise 
here presents itself, viz : — If these numerous mistakes and erro- 
neous dates which abound in Prof. Cope's papers are merely blun- 
ders, his work is, worthless from its unreliability ; if they are not 
unintentional, Prof. Cope must assume the full responsibility of 
them. 

IV. 

In regard to his Eeport in " Nature," of the meetings of the 
American Philosophical Society, it is sufficient to say that Prof. 
Cope's attempted explanation (p. 296) does not meet the case at 
all. This report was entirely false, as I have shown (p. 307). 
When Prof. Cope was called upon before the above Society to 
explain this, he stated that the dates were taken from the table 
of contents of the Proceedings, an explanation at once disproved 
by a reference to the table itself. His present explanation is 
totally different, and is in itself absurd, as a comparison of the 
note referred to with the report at once shows. Prof. Cope here, 
and in a recent number of "Nature " (Vol. viii, p. 34), characteris- 
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tically leaves the impression that he is not the author of the 
report ; when both his own admission before the Philosophical 
Society, and the internal evidence in the report, have placed this 
authorship beyond a reasonable doubt. " Mens conscia recti" in- 
deed ! 

Professor Cope's "table of nomenclature" is only surpassed 
in ingenuity of construction by his certificate No. 3 ; and for 
direct misstatements is without a parallel in his whole explanation. 
Everything in the column devoted to his own work is wrong. The 
Lefalophodon note, on which he now claims the date of Aug. 19th, 
was merely an unintelligible telegram of no scientific value what- 
ever, and it was not printed until after that date, and not dis- 
tributed before November, when Prof. Cope returned from the 
West, and learned at the rooms of the American Philosophical 
Societ}' that it had not been published. Tinoceras, although not 
published until Aug. 19th, was printed several days earlier. The 
statement that no species of this genus was described Aug. 19, 
1872, is wholly untrue, since Tinoceras anceps dates back more 
than a year ("American Journal of Science," ii, p. 85), as the Pro- 
fessor knows perfectly well. A reference to the literature Of the 
Dinocerata will correct Several other gross mistakes in this table.- 

The only satisfactory evidence Prof. Cope has adduced in favor 
of the publication of any of his papers before Oct. 29, 1872, is a 
single newspaper item (p. 297) of no scientific authority. Even 
here his ruling passion shows itself, as he has antedated this 
item a whole year ! 

The question of priority, therefore, stands as follows : — 

1st. If mere printing is to be regarded as publication, my 
papers relating to Tinoceras, as well as the others, were published 
before any of the dates claimed by Prof. Cope. 

2d. If distribution of separate copies among naturalists in- 
terested in the subject decides the question, my papers antedate 
his in every case bj' more than a month. 

3d. If appearance in a scientific journal is essential to publica- 
tion, all my articles were published more than three months before 
any of his. 

Prof. Cope's concluding remarks about fossil birds and reptiles 
were entirely uncalled for, as they have nothing to do with the 
present discussion. His reference to Meleagris altus Marsh was 
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especially unfortunate, as in this case he had endeavored to secure 
priority by sharp practice, and failed (Amer. Jour, of Sci., iv, p. 
260). For this kind of sharp practice in science, Prof. Cope is 
almost as well known as he is for the number and magnitude of 
his blunders. His next statement about his services in describing 
certain fossil reptiles is not true. The value of his aid in this de- 
partment of palaeontology may be judged from the fact that after 
a long study of this group he did not even know the position 
of the quadrate bone ; * mistook the ilium for the ischium ; f and 
after investigating a very perfect specimen for months, he placed 
the head on the end of the tail, and restored the animal in this 
position as the type of a new order, Streptosauria ! % 

The present controversy was forced upon me by Prof. Cope's 
misstatements and mistakes, which I had borne for years in silence, 
if not with equanimity. My part of the discussion ends, I trust, 
with this article. Prof. Cope's errors, if not his misstatements, 
will, I fear, continue to invite correction, but these, like his blun- 
ders, are hydra-headed, and life is really too short to spend valu- 
able time in such an ungracious task, especially as in the present 
case Prof. Cope has not even returned thanks for the correction 
of nearly half a hundred errors. 

To sum up, briefly, the results of this discussion, it is now 
plainly evident that : — 

1st. Prof. Cope committed a series of blunders in his papers on 
the Dinocerata, which are without a parallel in the annals of sci- 
ence. 

2d. He has failed to make it even probable that a single one of 
his doubtful papers was published at the date claimed. 

3d. He deliberately withheld his papers from every naturalist 
to whom they would be of immediate service. 

4th. In refusing to explain the antedating of seven of his papers 
in the " Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society," he 
virtually assumes the responsibility of it. 

5th. His report in "Nature" of the meetings of this society was 
false, and his two attempts at explanation carry with them their 
own refutation. 

Yale College, May 26, 1873. 

♦American Journal of Science, iii, p. 448. t Same Vol., p. 452. 

X Proceedings Boston Society of Natural History, 1869, p. 265 and Transactions Amer- 
can Philosophical Society, Vol. xiv, p. 40, 1st ed. 



